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Appiic^ni has read {»h1 oonsidcrcii Ihc Ol'licu Action dalcd Oclober 20, 21)06. Iji this 
Ai7iciiUmcnl, Appliciinl has amended chims. I and 5. Support Ibr these nmcruimctiLs can be 
found in the spccillcjilion and claims os oriL;iniilly fiied, ;is described in the bcluw remarks. 
Chiims 1-5 arc pcndiiii>, and no new maijcr is asserted, 

Claim Kciections Utulcr.^S V.S.C. 8 112 

I . Kcjeclion of Claims 1 ^5 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 2, First Piiraiiraph 

The Office Action rejected claims 1-5 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, Hrst paragraph, as laiHng lo 
comply with the written description reqitirement. The Ol'licc Action specincally indicates thai 
llie claims contain sithjecl matter not described in the specification in a way to convey to one ol' 
skilJ in the art that the inventor possessed the ciaimcvi invention at the tinic the application was 
Hied. .Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 

With respect to the ''repeating" limitation referenced in the Ollice Action and 
incorpordled into independent claims I and 5, Applicant notes thai, as indicated on page 6, lines 
1 -2 of the patent tippl iciition, D,„i„ is tlic error of the best candidate block at each iilcp. 
RepJacemenl of l),„i„ with the minimum error iillows for eonjparison between the block under 
consideration and the "current" best candidate block at ihiil time. T-his repealcxi replacement is 
discussed in a variety oi'localions thn)ughoul the specification, including those locations 
mentioned in the Ofliee Action response of June 1 2000. Additionally, on paye 6, lines 20-25 
the application recites that, anumy the restricted group of blocks, the "error between the image 
block to be coded and (Iio candidate block is computed normally pixel by pi.xcl. If the error 
exceeds (he mininuim error up lo that stage, the compiiiing is sloppcti and the coniparison is 
done in the next canciitlalc block." fhis rellecls that the blocks witliin the restricted group t.f 
blocks are, at various times, the reCen-cd-lo candidate block or next candidate block, respectively, 
and arc eaclj considered using the claimed method in such a repealed fashion. 

Beeuuse the "repeating" limitation is supported by the disclosure of the originaily-nied 
specification, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this rcjeciion of 
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claims I and 5. Claims 2-4 depend from claim 1. and inhenl ihis limilniion. Applicant 
rc'spccirully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of these claims as well. 

2. Rcjcclion of CJaim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 112. Second Paragraph 

The Oniec Aeli(»n also rejected elain, 5 under 35 l.i.S.C. § 1 J2. second paragraph, as 
bciny indclmilc for failing to particularly point out and claim the subject matter that Applicant 
regards as the invention. Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection as well. 

Applicant notes that claim 5 is amended to remove certain of the means-plus- fundi on 
limitalions to clarify that each of the recited "means" phrases corre.spond.s directly to steps in the 
aigorirhm disclo.sed in the spccilicaiion. Specifically, the slntcture corresponding to the 
functions rccitcl in the phrases in the claim clearly correspond to the algorithm disclosed in the 
speciftcotion, such as described in detail at page 5, lines 14-20 and from page 5 line 26 to page 6 
line 20, Tiic steps described in the specification are performed in conjunction with the sy.stcm 
disclo.scd in Fiyure 1 . Applicant ihcreforc notes that the mcan.s-plus-function phnjses in claim 5 
arc sunieiently definite, as to comply with 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 2. 

for at least iljis reason, claim 5 is supported by the spccilicaiion and rejection under § 
112 is inprojicr. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal oi'ihis 
rejection. 

Claim Reicctioiis Under 35 ljS.C. S 101 

The Office Action rejected claims 1 -4 under 3.5 U.S.C. § 1 01 because the claims arc not 
dirccleil to statutory subject matter. Applicants respectfully travcnsc this rejection. 

Applicant believes that the claims as oriyinally prescnlcxl fall within the bounds of 
33 U.S.C;. § 101. as dictated by a number of cases issued by the Court of Appeals for the Fcileral 
Circuit. Sec In n- BcaureganJ, 53 r.3d 1 583, 1584 (Fed. Cir. 1995); HWc Street Bank cf- 7W/.y/ 
Co. V. Sigmnnr,- hhumcial Group. Inc., 149 F.3d 1368 (Fed. Cir. 1998). In fact, the Supreme 
Court ha.s indicated that statutory subject matter includes "anything under the sun made by man". 
Diamond v. Chakrahtnt^', 447 U.S. 303 (1980). The claims as originally prcscnte<l clearly fjdl 
within the statute, n.s they arc directed to a spccillc. technical effect having a concrete, tangible. 
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aiul useful icsiiH - "pcifomiini- molion cstimaiion of iuwi'c blocks on image fnuncs in video 
iinai'c compression". 

Nevertheless, lo advance prosceution ol'lhc present ripplication, Applicnnl has amended 
the body of elaim I to clarify that the claim is directed to a concrete, uscliil result of "performing 
motion cslinuilion for the image block," Additionally, the claimed function provides the 
concrete technical advantage of requiring signitieantly less lime and compulin}.' resources than 
prior art methods, •fhcrcfore, the method of claim I allows motion estimation to be performed, 
for example, by software in a standard computing environmcni. unlike prior art systeins at the 
lime of the invention. Sec page 7. lines 1-9. Applicant therefore asserts that this spccilieally 
chnmed concrete, useful result of estimating motion of an itnage block, an effect tangible to a 
user, falls within (he statutory bounds of §101. 

1-or at least the above rca.sons. Applicant rcspeclfuliy rccjuesf-s reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rcJcelJon of claim 1. Applicant notes that claims 2-1 depend from cUiim 1. and 
ihcrcfore fall within 35 li.S.C. S 101 a.s well. Applicant respcciililly requcsus icconsideration and 
wtlhdrawid of the rejection of these claims as well. 

Concltision 

Claims 1-5 remain pending in this application. In view of the above amaidments and 
remarks. Applicant respectfully requests a N(.tice of Allowance. Iflhe Kxaminer believes a 
IcIephoMC conference would advance the pn>secuiion-of thi.s application, the Examiner is invited 
to telephone the undersigned at the below-listed telephone number. 
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Rcspcetllilly submitted, 

MHRCHANT & GOULD P.C. 
P.O. Box 290.'? 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-0y(B 
(612).13.''.-5.3O0 
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